1/22/72 


jy, WftQ. fit's 

I 

I | 

Dear j%Ly 

I t a ke it from the unexplained Order of the Ap eals Court nutting -Hip 
on the summary calendar that there vri.ll be no arguments under Hule 12." Ky false pretenses 

+ ? aS , t \ a °^i as 1 tll0Ug ' h 1 3,-11 a ia^/er, may have gulled you into the rather" ood 
joke attached, out re leaves me uncertain on this and whatever else may flow. 

If you mean by "Cow did you get so popular with the courts?" the opposite, then von 
are on 1 airly solid looting, as wliat i believe I have sent Jim in fun !L n1 - th v y ° U 
been keping after them on their refusal to appoint counsel and otheSise^Sp ini^ponS^ 

tL“ y t£S “ l°T r uperis ; **■* kee p what to L £ iS “ 

tnat tnere '-appears to be “no non-frivolous issue", I regard such an a-f i dmSv. Z ± 

^nothor^I^rai^ * 1 ?J olous " So there llas been a series of exchange*? in which, in one^ay^or 
mother, 1 raise rhis question, ana in one way or another they say no more than the a fvf 

, lK „ ky dasb let ^ er on this ’ aduressed to the °jief Judge who will sit, is without answer' 
Sson-s n^I! 611 aUdressed t0 ““ 33(1 311 bave answered by Paulson or Cathey in * 


. .jf? malce yoar 1;L f e easier and simpler, as soon as the Graham story aooeared I a l 30 B n te 
bessell remind him that my charge of perjury in the clothing/pix suit had*n£ been responded 
to in any way, oy him, the office of the U.S. Attorney or the Archivist . a P onaea 

the accusation., I then quoted the appropriate parts of the Rhoads affidavit filed in tlmt 6 
case compared with the reality reflected in the Graham story and added a new clJr^of 
new perjury, in tliat Rhoads swore and on the basis of that oath Gesell ruled thaAlioad- 
could not let anyone see that clothing. I think the perjury is clear. 
oe less than popular to embarrass the courts by making them face federal corruption or° 

/ he many assorted kinds in which it can come before them. Unless you 2e She K or the 

' UdSeS With the ° P -° rtUnity ° f a ^ 6ar1 ^ 3113 ttrildLng 

Because I do not really know what this means, if it means any more than that thev will 
aeciae and record their decision with nobody there, then there is no point^n t^n Lv 
preparation. However, the second paragraph of Paulson 1 s letter refers to t ho -w™ it- 
ana the number of counsel. So, I take it there will be argument. In that even, I 
encourage you to bo completely prepared on the question of Williams' perjury, which you " 

St vou d ; ° n and T 0i ' Jltted from the pleadings and the appeal, *ou iiave a memo on it from me 

it lit K > 1 fX ? SZ r ° aCt lU 3efore Ba z e l°n, especially if we are put on she defensive, 

it mi^l be elective. mis memo also goes into the irrelevancies and immaterialities. 

... Uldedt b ° a S° od idea t0 be Prepared on the other perjuries and on my keeping afterthem 
wibh .he later the simplest formulation being that either I swore to the truth or I didn't ’ ’’ 

K ~ sr- 

a ^ wh0 7 s n0u a lawyer and needs one, and uses this means to seek one be h-ld to 
accomt for not knowing the law? Why else did or would I ask for a lSr? Whether or not 

thStb °A tWi i° r T JU f ses ’ -the- ver y last Gesell said, and lS volunteered it, i s 

tha-c tne Appeals court would nelp me in precisely this way, 

intend tk f. number °f counsel who may argue is some subtle hint that perhaps I 
intend this, you know fans is not the case. .1 have left tills entirely uo to you. There ? s 

n inf vou TM ^S/ S r 0Uld f t]li3 ***’ til0U " h - Last hi^-'you asked me not to 

could have clobbered him. While it is by no means certain that were «da t iZ^na^JT 

C 3114 1 W0Uld n0t> 1 thiak “ W03ld be ^tter to have me sitting fxfS 

C rear ’ oia 311,1 in case " ou want to ask me anjrfchiag. The government is hun- up because 

S arG negatlVe ’ not P ositive » which today makes this suit more imoortant than ev e l 



S/22/12 


Door 


Bui, 

I 


I tatce it from tho unexplained Order of the Ap oals Spurt putting the Spectre suit 
on the summary cclondar that there will be no arguments under Rule 12. Irjr false pretenses 

though I an a lawyer, say have gulled you into the rathe-/ goocl 

whatever else nay flow. 


of tiie past, acting as 

joke attached, but ic leaves h& uncertain on this and 


If you man by "isow did you get so popular with the court#?" tho opposite, then you 
arc on fairly solid footing, as what I believe X have sent <*im in full should show, X have 
boon hoping after then on their refusal to appoint counsel and otherwis iielp in roDponse 
to cy affidavit in forma pauperis. They keep repeating what to no soene the meaningless, 
that there appears to bo "no horn-frivolous Issue". I regard such an affidavit and request 
as anything but frivolous. So there has been a series of exchange** in vrhioh, in one way or 
another, 1 raise this question, and in one way or another they say no more than the above, 

% last letter on this, addressed to tha l.iiof Judge who will sit, io without answer. 
Alsont all have been addressed to him and all have* been answered by Faulson or Catl«y in 
Pualson' s nans, 1 


lb make your life easier and simpler, as soon as tho Graham story appeared X also write 
Season remind him that my charge of perjury in tho clothing/jxix suit had not boon responded 
to In any way, by him, the office of bh. U.3.Attomoy or the Archivist, against vhom I'aade 
the accusation, I then quoted the appropriate parts of the Rhoads affidavit filed in that 
Case compared with the reality reflected in tho Graham story and added a new charge of 
nm par jury, in that Rhoads swore and. on tho basis of that oath Geooll ruled that Rhoads 
could not let anyone see that clothing. I think the perjury is clear. Only it appears to 
bo lass than popular to aobarmss tho courts by making them face federal corruption or 
tbs many assorted kinds in which it can come before them. Unless you are the Post or the 
Simes, when it provides judges with the opportunity of appearing courages arid striking 
ponos for history. 

Because 1 do not really know what this moans, if it means any more than that they w^ri 
decide and record their decision with nobody there, then there is no point in uaking any 
preparation. However, tho second paragraph of Paulson' e letter refers to tho time limitation 
and the number of counsel. 5to, I bake it there will bo argument. In that oven, 1 stro:-igly 
encourage you to b=; completely prepared on the question of Williams' perjury# which you * 
chS .c k9n . 4l out on and omitted from tho pleadings and the appeal* Xqu have a memo on it from me, 
seat you as soon as I first rand it. Before Baselou, e&pecialJLy if we «re put on the defensive, 
it might be effective, ‘Shio memo also goes into the irrclovancies and imniatorialitiea. 


It might bo a good idea to fee prepared on the other perjuries and on jay keeping eft orthos. 
With the later the simplest formulation feeing that either I swore to the truth or I didn't. 

If I swore i alsely it is a crime* If X did not, why tn . denial? If it has to do with a technical 
fault not spoiled out, I did precisely what was told, by the clerks ,of that court, and how 
can a man who is not a lawyer and needs one, and uses this means to seek one, be held to 
account for not knowing tho law? Why else did or would I aak for a alwyer? Whether or not 
binding on him or other judges, tho very last thing Gecoli ssid, and he volunteered it, is 
that the Appeals court would help me in precisely this way. 

Of reference to tee number of counsel who mny argue is seme subtle hint that perhaps I 
intend this, yon know this is not the case. I have Isf t this entirely up to you. There is 
One thing that X think should fee different this time, though, last time you asked me not to 
sit with you. This time I should, last time you misuad something Werdig said on wheel you 
could have clobbered him. While it ia fey no means certain that were this to happen again 
you would miss it and I would not, I think it would be better to have m sitting next to 
you for this reason and in case you want to ask me anything. The gayernmor- 4 - Ip hur-,^ rm because 


